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Overview of the Community Involvement Plan

The purpose of the Superfund Community Involvement Program (CIP) is to ensure two
way communication between citizens and the regulatory agencies. The activities described in the
CIP for the Eureka Mills site located in Eureka, Utah are designed to inform and educate the
public aout the nature of the environmenta issuesat the ste. We grive to involvethe publicin
the decision-making process. Thisincludesthe deanup alternativesunder corsideraionto
addressthe contamination and the progress being made to implement the remedy.

The federal and state agencies that have primary responsbility for the Eureka Mills Ste are
EPA and the Utah Department of Environmenta Quality (UDEQ). Other related government
agercies include the Utah Department of Hedth (UDOH) and the Central Utah Public Health
Department. The work being conducted is under the authority of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA Public Law 96-510)
commonly referred to asSuperfund. This law addresses actual or threatened releases of
hazardous substances or contaminants and whether cleanup is necessary. The investigation and
any cleanup actions taken must be basaed on guidance contained inthe National Contingency Plan.

The development of the CI Pisfurther guided by the EPA “Community Reations in
Superfund: A Handbook” dated January 1992. The CIP mug be periodically updated to ensure
that government officials maintain an awarenessof the issues and concerns of the community.
EPA and UDEQ conducted interviews with sixteen members of the Eureka community
representing a broad range of private citizens, loca gover nment officials, businesses and
community groups. Additionally, the CIP is based on comments received at two public meetings
held in Eureka. The CIP will be implemented by EPA and the UDEQ.

The ClPistaillored to the specific needs and concerns of the residents of Eureka and
identifies the most effectiveways to keep the public informed of the work taking place in the area.
Active public involvement is crucia to the success of the work being conducted at the site. The
major elements of the plan are as follows:

> A desaription of thelead and arsenic contamination in residential soil and mining areas.
> A geographic, sodal and economic background about the comnmunity.

> A summary of the concerns identified during interviews with residents.

> Our plan for keeping the community aware and involved.
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Site Description

Geography

The town of Eureka, Juab County is located in central Utah and can be reached by
traveling south from Salt Lake City to Santaquin on 1-15 and then west on Hwy 6, atotal distance
of approximately 84 miles (see Figure 1). Thetown isstuated in asmall valey at the head of the
drainage basin for Eureka Creek, an ephemera stream which flows into the Tanner Creek in the
Tintic valley. Severd historic floods have occurred as aresult of torrentia rains flowing aong
Main St. or Eureka Gulch. The areais classified asa middle | atitude continental desert and steppe
climate with cold winters and hot summers. T he average maximum temper ature is59.2 F and the
minimum is33.7 F. Annud rainfdl is 17.02 inches and snowfdl is121.2 inches per year. Soils
are light gray to grayish brown abundant with cacium carbonate. V egetationin the areais
dominated by low shrubs, sagelrush and grasses, pinyon-juniper and cedar woodland.

Located in the East Tintic Mountains, Eureka Peak has an elevation of 7,916 ft above sea
level and the elevation of thetown ranges from 6,350 to 6,580 feet at the eagern sunmit divide.
The East Tintic mountains are composed of Paleozoic sedimentary rocks and Tertiary igneous
rocks. The ores consst of native silver, gold with sulfides and carbonates of lead, copper, iron,
zinc, cadmium, and bismuth.

History

The areain and around Eurekais known as the Tintic Mining District and indudes other
areas of mining activity to the south and east. The name Tintic comes from the Ute tribe whose
Chief wasnamed Tintic. 1n 1856, war erupted between the tribe and locdl cattlemen resulting in
avictory for the settlersin the area. Over 10 years later in 1869, the Tintic mining district was
organized with thediscovery of ore in the Sunbeam clamregistered by a group of Mormon
cowboys. A year later, in February of 1870 the first mining clam in Eureka called Eureka Hill
would be discovered by settlers looking for firewood.

The Eureka Hill clam wassoon followed by the Bullion Beck, the Gemini, and Centemial
Eurekamines. Ritching tentsin the Eureka Gulch, early settlers from Ireland, Waes and Ger many
had the spirit and mining skills brought from overseasto bring the precious metas from below the
ground. The time period from 1869 to 1890, cdled the “Rainbow Era’, were the formative years
of mining development. It was made possible not only by the completion of the transcontinental
railroad in1869 but primarily by the resiliency and optimism of the miners themsdves.

Beginning in 1890 two significant developments assured Eureka’s place inhistory as a

population center for the Tintic mining district. A railroad spur was built and acquisition of a
water supply complete with a pump and pipeline enabled Eureka to grow and prosper. The town
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incorporated in 1892 and by 1899 had apopulation of 3500 res dents who required the support of
the ningy plus commercial and business enterprises located in the town. Chief Consolidated
Mining Co. made its appearancein 1909. Walter Fitch, owner of sharesin the Little Chief Mining
Co., organized the Eureka City Mining Co. and later consolidated the two companies with the
intent to mine under the Eurekatown. Owners of an acre of ground would receve 1000 shares of
stock for mineral rights to the property. By 1922, Chief had become the largest producer of silver
in the United States.

Eureka, like many of the other mining regions, suffered from the boom and bust cycles
inherent in themining economy due to therise and fdl of prices for silver and gold. Asmining of
high grade gold, silver, lead and zinc continued, a number of economic factors, especially high
transportation costs, made the development of mills a necessity to processlower grade ore.
Although there were many attempts to mill the ore in Eureka, both lower transportation costs and
the difficulty in extrading mneralsfrom more complex ores made milling uneconomic.

Throughout the early 1900s up until 1933 the production of ore from the Tintic mining
district increased with apesk vaue in 1925 of $16,187,583. The low was reached during the
depression years of only $1,881,637 in 1933. The combination of unstable minera prices, the
influence of depresson and theimpact of WW Il inthe country as awholeled to the economic
decline of Eureka. The approximate production of precious metalsfrom the Tirtic district was
16,654,377 tons in 1976, whichwas estimaed to be worth $568,620,003. Overall, this district
was equal in production of ore to the Park City District and second in the state to Bingham
County. The Tintic mining district produced 2,648,000 ounces of gold which is greater than the
Mother Lode dstrict of Calaveras County in California.

The town of Eureka waslisted inthe National Regiger of Historic Places in March 1979.
Today, there are numerous examples of aonce progperous mining district such as old mining
structures, massive wood headframes, and the ruinsof mills and buildings. The community is very
proud about itsmining higory and wish to preserve theartifacts and legends of the past.
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Investigation

The historical mining activitiesin the area left mine waste piles adjacent to residences and
businesses in Eureka. The exposed rock piles left over from mining began to naturally degrade
from wind and rain erosion which dowly distributed lead and arsenic to the valley below the
mining areas. Human actions such as the transport of the ore to the railway and the use of mine
waste asfill material also contributed to the distribution of mine and mill waste through the town.
Higtorica flooding adso contributed, for ingtance, in 1900 the tailing ponds at the Eureka Hill Mill
broke and flooded Eureka Gulch with mill waste. The mgor mines in the area are the Eureka Hill
Mine, Bullion Beck Mine, Gemini Mine, Centennial Eureka Mine, Chief No. 1 Mine and the
Eagle-Bluebell Mine. Thereare four significant mill sites asfollows Bullion Beck, Champion
Mill, Chief Consolidated Mills and the EurekaHill Mill ( see Figure 2).

Blood Lead Testing

In July of 2000, the Central Utah Health Department conducted limited blood |ead
sampling of 18 childreninthe community. The resultsof that sampling indicated high levd s of
blood lead in excess of the 10 pg/dl the Center for Disease Control health standard. The high
levels of blood lead triggered further invedigation by UDOH in the fall of 2000. This effort
combined both blood lead sanpling and a survey on patterns of behavior which may inmpact lead
exposures. Approximately, 238 children and adults were tested. Of these, 28 children and two
adults showed elevated blood lead levels. Of the children tested between the ages 6-72 months,
13 had blood lead levels above the standard and between the ages of 6 - 18 yeass, 15 children had
levels ebove the standard.

Soil Sampling

In July of 2000, the UDEQ conducted an initia investigation and collected 49 soil and
sediment samples, of these EPA took 36 splits, fromthe Eurekaarea. These sampleswere
collected from residential yards, mining wast e piles and sediments in drainage ditches. The
analyses showed the presence of lead from afew hundred to 30,000 parts per million (ppm) and
arsenic from 15 to 2200 ppm. Approximately 150 acres of lead and arsenic contaminated soil has
been identified to date.

Theresutsof both the initid il sampling and the blood lead testing prompted EPA to
initiate further site assessmert activities. Access agreements wereobtained from property owners
for 504 reddential lots and sarmpling beganin August of 2000. Each lot was divided into one or
more zones of 15,000 sguare ft. and five soil samples were collected from each zone. The
samples were analyzed to determine the concentration of 24 different elements. As of December
of 2000 over 4200 samples had been collected. T hese efforts showed that most of the soil found
inresidertial lotsin Eureka iscontaminated with lead a level sgreater than 500 ppm and, to a
lesser extent, arsenic. At least 430 properties contain lead at levels of concern. At the same time,
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indoor sampling wasalso begunin 57 homes for dug and |ead-based paint.
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Drinking water and wells were a0 tested. The resultsof the indoor sanpling were
inconclusive about whether lead exposure was from inside or outside the home. The drinking
water is not contaminated with lead but some earthen basements had high levels of lead and some
homes had concentrations of lead in paint over the sandard of 1.0 mg/cm.

EPA also sanmpled for the same range of metals in the mining areas. The Agency collected
326 s0il samples at the surface level and at depths up to 18 inches. Concentrations of lead in the
mine dumps and adjacent areas were fairly high- ranging from 2000 ppmto more than 28,000
ppm. Samples were d 0 taken from areas tha werenot aff ected by mining activities in order to
determine the background levels of metas that are naturaly occurring. Background
concentrations for lead in the Eureka area ranged from less than 100 ppm to alittle more than 300

PpPmM.

Risk Assessment

In reviewing the data collected to date, EPA and UDEQ have concluded that the lead and
arsenic are contaminants of concern that pose a significant potential risk of exposureto the
community. The lead occursin a carbonateform Laboratory testsfound the lead to be 60% to
90% bio-accessible meaning that it would be readily absorbed in the bloodstream. The potential
threat is from the inhalaion of airborne lead particles and ingestion of soil especialy for children
who have the highest risk from adverse hedth impacts. Children are most susceptibleto thetoxic
effects of lead for several reasons:

> Developing organs are more sengtive to lead.
> Behaviord patternsincrease contact with dust and soil.
> Children absorb lead from the gastrointestinal tract more efficiently than adults.

EPA Removal Actions

EPA has initiated an emergency removal of lead-contaminated soil in residentia areas. The
removal efforts began inJuly of 2001 with the identification of the most seriously contaminated
lots. Severd factorswere used to prioritizelots. 1) resdenceswith lead greater than 3000 ppm;
2) residences with children whose blood lead levels are greater than 10 pg/dl; or 3) residences
adjacent to lotswith high levels of lead and are at or near 3000 ppm (included to prevent
recontamination). Clean topsoil will replace soil renoved down to onefoot, and if removal isto a
deeper levd, aclay mixture will beused. All resdenceswill have as close to origina landscaping
materials aspossble EPA anticipates theremoval action of contaminated soil to continueinto
the 2002 construction season.
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Community Outreach

The Eureka community was made aware of the work that EPA and UDEQ have been
doing over the past year. An initial public meeting held in August of 2000 presented theresults of
the soil sampling and lead testing efforts. Thiswas followed by a community-wide lead testing
and public education effort in September, 2000. Additionally, asecond public meeting held in
March of 2001 provided the results of sampling for lead and arsenic on residential lots and
explained the processfor deaning up properties During May of thisyear another lead educaion
for primary and secondary school children was undertaken by the UDOH. In Jurne of 2001, EPA
formally proposed liging the Eureka Millssite to the National Priorities List.

Overall the community hasbeen both concerned and surprised about the situation. There
are some inthe community who do not believe that exposure to lead is a problem for human
health. Many of the residents have lived in the area for their entire lives and do not think they
have been affected by lead contamination. For the most part, residents first heard about the EPA
and UDEQ investigation of lead contamination through the newspaper. EPA’slega requirement
to publish anotice in the new spaper advertising the first public meeting triggered interest by the
press. At that time and sulbsequently, residents fed the press have portrayed the town of Eureka
in anegative way despite requeststo present a more balance and accurat e description of the
Stuation. Thishasbeen of great concernto the community who are anxious about the way their
town is viewed by outsiders.

In contrast, there are many residents who have children, grandchildren or nieces/nephews
and want EPA and the stateto quickly remove thelead contaminated soil because of the fear of
impacts to human health. These residents do support the work that is being undertaken and are
mostly concerned that EPA will not have enough funding to finish the work. Overdl, those who
support the cleanup work want their viewpoints to be heard and respected especialy on the
details of residential yard cleanup.
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Community Profile

Juab County covers 3412 square miles. Thecity of Eurekais located in the extreme
northeast portion of Juab County in the East Tintic Mountains. The county line between Juab
and Utahisat theeastern incorporated limit of Eureka. The City of Provo is the county seat for
Utah. Nephi (population 4,000) is the Juab county seat and is located 41 miles from Eureka.
Other communities near Eureka include Monaand Santaquin.  The mgjor population and
industrial centers near Eureka indude Provo, pop. 102,327 (40 miles northeast) and Salt Lake
City, pop. 174,438 (84 miles north).

Population and Growth

In the past decade, Juab Courty has experienced significant growth. In 2000, the U.S.
Bureau of the Census estimated the county population to be 8,238, a41.6% increase from 1990.
The city of Eureka experienced a 36 % change in population during the same time period, with a
2000 population estimate of 766 residents. Because Juab County isin close proximity to the
Wasatch Front Metropolitan areas, increased population growth is anticipated over the next 20
years, as demand for additional residential land increases. The Utah Governor’ s Office of
Planning and Budget has projected atotd increasein Juab County population by gpproximately
80%. The population of Eureka isexpected to increase by approximately 27%, or 204 people.

POPULATION DISTRIBUTION BY AGE
Age Category Juab County Eureka
Under age 5 11.2% 9.1%

5-19 30.5% 27.0%
20-44 31.5% 33.8%
45-64 16.9% 18.7%
65 & over 9.8% 11.2%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000

The overdl age digribution of residents within Eureka issmilar to that of Juab County,
while exhibiting adightly smaller ratio of young residents and dightly higher ratio of elderly. The
percent of Eureka’s population under the age of 5 equatesto 70 children.
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Employment and Education

The most recent census dataon education (1990) indicatesthat within Juab County,
43.1% of the population have at least a high school education, while 4.8% have a bachelor’s
degree or higher. Juab County’s public school system consists of five dementary schools, one
middle school and three high schools, with atotal errollment of 2,069. Of these schools two are
located in the city of Eureka, providing atotal enrollment of 244.

Acoording to the Juab County Community Economic Development Agency, the mgority
of the labor force (71%) are employed in non-agricultural activities such as trade, government and
service indusgtries. While agriculture and tourism are still important facets of the locd economy,
the Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget lists the Juab County School District asthe
county’slargest employer (200-300), aong with Centra Valey Medica Center (100-200) and
Nephi Rubber Products (100-200). Other sgnificant government and private sector employers
indude Juab Courty, the dty of Nephi, medical service institutions and manufacturing companies.
The per capitaincome for Juab County as of 1998 was $14,883 and the employment rate was
approximately 95%.

Data collected by the Utah Department of Workforce Services indicates that as of 1999,
there were atotal of 21 nonagricultural firmsin Eureka, employing atotal of 178 people. A
listing of current business permits issued by the City of Eureka indicate 18 active permitsas of
2001. These busnesses are a mixture of anall retail service, restaurarts and small industry.

Population Characteristics

Population characterigics such as ethricity, size of household and length of residence can
be helpful in describing the nature of a community. The data obtained through the U.S Census
Bureau for Eureka and Juab County reflects the gability of the community.

Approximatdy 97.6% of Eureka’ s populationisCaucasian, 2.3 % (18 people) are of
Hispanic origin and the remainder are American I ndian, Asian or other origins. Thisoverdl
digribution is consigent with the remainder of Juab County.

Information obtained from the Juab County Citizens Survey conducted in 1994 indicated
that 80 % percent of the families in Eureka are composed of 4 or less members (49% have two or
less members). The larger percentageof one to two member families may be atributed to a
higher proportion of ol der, retired persons. Thisisreflected incountywide staigics aswell, with
36% of Juab Courty families containing two or lessmembers.

The Citizens Survey al o showed that 69% of Eureka’ s population hasresided there for
over 20 years, reflecting agreat amourt of stebility within thecommunity. Approximately 17% of
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the residents have been there 5 years or less, with the remeainder having lived in the town between
6 and 20 years Countywide, 54% of the population has resded inJuab County for 20 yearsor
more, while 24% have relocaed to the county within the past 5 yeas.

Land Use

The Federal Government controls 71.9% (1,569,966 acres) of the land area in Juab
County. Federa agencies which manage the land include the Bureau of Land Management
(90%), Fored Service(7.0%) and the Fsh & Wildlife Department (1.0%). Private ownership of
382,144 acres constitutes 17.5% of total land area, while the State of Utah owns 178,526 acresor
8.18% of thetotal. Theremainde of county land belongsto incorporated cities, the Goshute
Resavation, roads and railroad right-of ways. The city of Eureka owns 550 acres (or 0.03%) of
county land.

Higoricdly, agriculture has been the predominant land use for eastern Juab County.
Range and crop lands are fill viable land uses within the county. Presently, the mgor land usein
Monaand Levanisagricultural. Nephi isthe most urbanized areawithin Juab County, thusthe
main land use is residential in nature. The main land uses identified for Eureka are mining clains,
vacant lands and dreets.
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Community Concerns

The community interviews for this plan were conducted in July of 2001. Interviewees
responses to the questions have been summarized into four main areas as follows:

1) Awar eness of the lead contaminated soil.

2) Concern about the work EPA and UDEQ plan to do.

3) | ssues the community would like the EPA/UDEQ to address.
4) How to provide for effective communication with the public.

1) Awareness of the lead contaminated soil

The mgjority of the interviewees were made aware of the soil contamination through the
local newspapers and TV gations prior to the public meeting hed by EPA/UDEQ. The time
period was about August of 2000. A few interviewees were aware of the work that was being
done by UDEQ earlier in the summer when the PA/SI was being conducted. Staff from EPA
advised the Mayor of the preliminary soil sampling resultsin lae July. Additionally, several
property owners were aware of the soil sampling because of the need to obtain permission to do
the sampling. Some of the interviewees were awar e of the concern about high blood lead levels
as aresut of testing that had been conducted in July of 2000 by the Central Utah Hedth
Department. A very few intervienees first became aware of the lead issue at the EPA/UDEQ
public meeting held in August of 2000.

Attendance at the first public meeting was very high asthe community was greatly
alamed by the information provided by the media The media reportsfocused onthe highblood
lead levd sfound in a few children fromthe Eureka area and concluded that EPA planned to
announce Eureka asa Supefund Ste. Noneof the mediareportsincluded specific information
quantifying the results of the soil sampling or blood lead testing Sncethat information was only
provided a the public meeting. Conseguently, the media reported generdly aout the situation
and in away that was viewed by the community as being negative, exploitive and especidly
upsetting for parents with children.

Awareness of the gtuaionispredominately about highlevelsof lead in children’s blood
attributed to lead in the soil as aresult of mining activity. Some of the intervienvees are
undecided about whether lead is causng aproblem for childreninthearea. They are uncertan
whether the lead is coming from the mining area or from other sources. Some of the other
sources mentioned were 1) contaminated soil from areas outsde of Eureka; 2) new residents to
the area whose children had high blood lead before moving to Eureka ; and 3) parents whose
habits or occupations have resulted in lead exposure. T hree of the interviewees believe thereis
not alead problem in the area and that the only “problean” is the presence of EPA/UDEQ.

2) Concern about the work that EPA/UDEQ plan to do
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There were many similaritiesin the kinds of concernsthat the interviewees have about the
work being conducted by EPA/UDEQ. The concernsranged from very broad to narrow and
from one interviewee who felt that the work was a “ government make work project” to another
who said “to not play politicsand get on with the cleanup”. Those interviewees with children
were the most concerned about the cleanup of yards and the mining ar eas as expressed by one
interviewee “ the cleanup might be bad for business but to not cleanup is bad for children and kids
are more important”. Only one parent inter viewed didn’t believe there is a problem and won't
have their children tested for lead. The main highlights of the concerns are listed in order of those
most frequently mertioned by the interviewees.

The three top concerns were the repository site location for disposing of the contaminated
dirt; real estate values; and the plans for cleaning up resdential yards. Each of these concerns had
specific attributes many of which were repeated by the interviewees and are highlighted below:

Repository Site

The main concern was the proposed use of the Chief No. 1 mine site as a repasitory,
specifically the proximity of the site to residencesand the potential for recontamination. Related
issues had to do with leaving the dirt intown; the manne of disposing of the dirt such as
precautions to prevent flooding/runoff, spilling and dust control; and the potentia of moving the
dirt twiceif the Chief Ste was not selected asafinal repostory. Only one interviewee fully
supported the use of the Chief No. 1 site.

Real Estate Values

There were afew interviewees who were not concerned about red edate vaues and felt
that the cleanup of the yards was a higher priority than whether someone's property could be
sold. Thisgroup also felt that the cleanup would improve their property value Several were
very anxious about the possihility of having difficulty based on rumorsabout real estate problems.
However, at leag two interviewees had recently encountered dfficulty in actual real estae
transactions based in part on the lead inthe soil rather than being labeled a Superfund site.

Residential Yard Cleanup

The quality of soil bang used to replace soil removed and fears about losing mature
landscaping were the major issues about the yard cleanup. Most of the interviewees wanted more
information about how we decided which properties to clean up fird, inwha order and wha to
expect. A few were afraid of future restrictions being placed on their property or of being held up
on landscaping plans. Others were worried about the delay in cleaning up their property because
of exposure to their own children or visiting relatives and/or friends children.

Some interviewees had very site specific conceans that were not shared by others such as
concerns about damage to structureslike foundationsand walls from condruction equipment. A
few wanted to know if trails used by kids for bicycling or motorbiking would be removed and
whether old mining holes could be filled with dirt removed from yards. Another concern was
whether there would be any consequences if the property owner decided not to have lead-
contaminated soil removed. Of thoseinterviewed, the mgjority were faced with the probahility of
a soil removal and were bad cally supportive if assured that thefinal decision woud be theirs to

16 October 2001



Eureka Mills Site
Community Involvement Plan

make.

Many singular concernswere raised that were not mentioned by other irnterviewees. Since
these concerns cannot be generalized a simple listing of those concerns follows:

> Doubt about whether the lead found in Eureka can be absorbed by people. Insufficient
invedigation into naturally occurring lead vs. minng waste lead.

> Reports tha Superfund isundefunded or that EPA/UDEQ will run out of money and not

finsh the work.

EPA not keeping people informed and lying in reports.

No followup on blood lead testing of the community.

Government is blaming the mining companies.

Putting Eureka back 40 years because of bad press.

So few jobsfor residents in the cleanup effort.

No concerns, it needs to be cleaned up.

It's a serious health concern and know of friends and neighbors who have kids with ADS

(attention deficit syndrome) and adults who have erious health problems like cancer.

> Want the soil removed in the best possible way because of impact to children.

> No health problems for generations.

v v v v v v v

3) Issues the community would like EPA/UDEQ to address

The responses from interviewees in this area overlapped somewhat with the previous
sectionon concems. Themain issues tha interviewees wart the government to be aware of were
again a mixture of both general and specific points broadly ranging from supportive to non-
supportive of the work. Only three of the interviewees had no issues about the work that
EPA/UDEQ is doing but one person mentioned that other unspecified “isaues’ needed to be taken
care of in Eureka.

One issuethat particularly stood out as being of importance to many of the interviewees
concerned water quality and quantity. Water issuesare crucial to the community’slong term
ability to grow and prosper. Specifically, interviewees would like EPA/UDEQ to dispel any
doubt s about the quality of drinking water and feel that the media played arole in misinforming
the genera public. A question arose on whether the remova of soil or drilling of deep wells
would have an impact on the watershed asawhole. Drinking water is considered crucid to the
viability of Eurekato attract not only tourists but new resdents and businessesas well.

Many other issues were raised concerning the loss of historic buildings and measures that
would be taken to ensure that the higoric character of Eureka be preserved. Additionally, afew
interviewees wanted something to be done about providing a place free of lead contaminated soil
for kids to ride bicycles including a track or park for motorcycle sorts. Some interviewees
mentioned inaccurate zoning for the Eureka flood plain resulting in high cost of flood insurance
and the recent increase in property taxes as issuesthat need to be addressed. Once again many
issues were raised but not repeated by other inter viewees such as: sampling property that has no

17 October 2001



Eureka Mills Site
Community Involvement Plan

occupants; comparisonsboth good and bad to the residential yard cleanup in Stockton; and status
of efforts to identify sources and types of lead.

4) How to provide for effective communication

Themgority of the interviewees gated that the information contained inthe fact shees
had been very useful and would be a good way to continue communicating with the public. A few
others gave detailed comments about the need to be more clear, accurate, specific and to have
more information inwriting. There wasa very broad range of commerts both on the frequency
and the best way to get information to the public other than direct mail of fact sheds.

In terms of frequency the mgjority seemed to feel that “as needed” was the best approach
Some would like information quarterly, some monthly and with an emphasis on progressreports
on the cleanup. Oneinterviewee stated that quarterly big picture fact sheets with monthly Q& A
updates would be useful. Nearly all interviewees stated that the mediashould not be used for
delivering information to the public. The interviewees generally thought that the public meetings
had also been useful. Many good ideas about public notices were mentioned such as posting
information not only in the post office and City Hdl but & the locd Texaco gation, V&J Grocery,
and Linda’ s Summit Café.
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Activities, Objectives, and Timing

Eureka Mills Site
Community Involvement Plan

The overall god of EPA/UDEQ’s commurity involvement programisto promote two-
way communication between citizens and the federal and state agencies. Additionally, it is
intended to provide opportunities for meaningful and active involvement in the process. It aso
identifies methods for providing timdy and appropriate information that regponds to residents
guestions and concerrs. The following planis based on the results of the community interviews
described earlier and it addr essesthe goals and activities of importance to the community.

1) ACTIVITY: Information Repository and Administrative Record

Objective:

To provide residents with al documents and resources used by EPA/UDEQ in
reaching dedsions about the site and its cleanup

Method:

An irformation repository has been established at Eureka City Hall, located at 15
Church &., Eureka, Utah. Two other locations are a the EPA Regional office located
at 999 18" St. Suite 300, Denver, Colorado 80202 and at UDEQ, 168 North 1950
West, Salt L ake City, Utah 84116.

Timing:

The administrative record was established and open in August of 2000 at the time of
thesiteinvestigation. It will remain gpen until all operating units (OU) and firal
Recard of Decisions (ROD’s) are competed. Theinformation repasitory was
established inMarch of 2001.

2) ACTIVITY: Prepare and distribute fact sheets, reports and
technical summaries

Objective:

To provideresidents with current, timdy, accurateinformation about dteactivities.

Method:

Fact sheets will bemailed toall parties on the mailinglist and to residents with
mailboxes in the locd Eureka post office. Copieswill be available a other key
locaions induding the informationrepasitory, city hall and EPA Eureka offices.
Information will include past, current and upcoming details about site activities as well
as Q&A reflecting community concerns.

Timing:

During the summer construction season fact sheets may be monthly, other times of the
year distribution will be as needed.

3) ACTIVITY: Public Comment Periods

Objective:

To givethe canmurity an opportunity to review and comment onvarious EPA/UDEQ
documents, in particular proposed plans for cleanup activities. T his provides for
meaningful involvement in the process and provides EPA/UDEQ with vauable
information for use in making decisions.
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Method: | Each commert period will beannounced by EPA/UDEQ. Public notices will announce
the availability of a document, duration of commert period, how and where to submit
comments. Notices will be placed in local newspapers and fact sheets including
posting at local business establishments

Timing: | Comment periods will beannounced as appropriate. The proposed planhas a

requirement for a public comment period of at least 30 days and may be extended if
requested for an addtional 30 days.

4)  ACTIVITY: Public Meetings
Objective: | To update the community on site developments, addr ess community questions and
concerns and to take formal public commert.

Method: | Public meetings will be held at the Tintic High School upon availability or the Eureka
Memorid Building. EPA/UDEQ will schedule and present information for the
community and provide at least two weeks notice of the scheduled meeting.

Timing: | Both formal and informal public meetings and open houses will be held as needed.
To date two public medings were hdd in August of 2000 and March of 2001
respectively and one open househeldin July of 2001.
5) ACTIVITY: Responsiveness Summaries
Objective: | To summarize comments received during comment periods, to document how the
Agercy has considered those commernts and to provideresponses to majar comments.

Method: | The responsiveness summary will be prepared as part of the ROD on an operable unit
or cleanup action. Typicaly, this document contains an overview, background on
comnunity involvement and summary of conmerts and responses.

Timing: | The responsiveness summary will be issued as part of theROD.
6) ACTIVITY: Technical Assistance Grants
Objective: | To provide resources for community groups to hire technical advisers who can assist in
inter preting technica i nformation and provide expert advi ce.

Method: | EPA has provided informationto bath the Eureka City Council and the public at an
open house. A public notice has been sent to the local newspapers soliciting interest in
aTAG.

Timing: | Ongoing

7) ACTIVITY: Revise Community Involvement Plan

Objective: | To identify and address community needs, issues or concerns regarding the ste cleanup
that are not currently addressed inthis CIP
Method: | Therevised CIPwill be based on community interviews and other comments r eceived

at public meetings or through letters or phone/email.

20 October 2001



Eureka Mills Site
Community Involvement Plan

Timing:

The CIP will be revised at a minimum of every three years or as needed until the siteis
closed out and work has been completed.

8) ACTIVITY: Educate and inform lending institutions about the
Superfund process

Objective:

Distribute copies of EPA’s policy on homeowner and lenders potential liability during
a Superfund deanup. A cove letter will acconpany the fact sheets on liability with an
explanation of thesituation in Eureka. |1f requested by a resident, an EPA
representative will contact a lender or potential buyer of property to explain our policy.

Method:

To assist the community in real estate transactions to the extent possible by explaining
the Supeafund process and EPA pdicy on finarcia liability for lending institutions.

Timing:

Ongoing

9) ACTIVITY: Media education and outreach

Objective: | To prevent erroneous or misleading information to be printed about the situation in
Eureka.

Method: | Work proadtively with the med a to ensure bal anced and accurate covearage of thework
being conducted. Develgp productive relationships with the media to encouragetrust
and responsibility in reporting on EPA/UDEQ’ s éfortsin the area.

Timing: | Ongoing
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Attachment A
Contacts

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Paula Schmittdiel, Remedial Project Manager
1-800-227-8917 ext. 6861
schmittdid . paula@epa.gov

Al Lange, On-Scere Coordinator
1-800-227-8917 ext. 6987

lange.al@epa.gov

Catherine Roberts Community I nvolvement Coordi nator
1-800-227-8917 ext. 6025
roberts.caherine@epa.gov

Susan Griffin, Toxicologist
1-800-227-8917 ext. 6651
griffin.susan@epa.gov

Utah Department of Environmental Quality

David Bird, Project Manager
(801) 536-4219
dgbird@deq.state.ut.us

Scott Everett, T oxicologist
(801) 536-4117
severett@deg.state.ut.us

Dave Allison, Community Involvement Coordinator
(801) 536-4479
dallison@deq.state.ut.us

Utah Department of Health

Mark Jones, Lead Program Coordinator
(801) 538-6191
mejones@doh.state.ut.us

Central Utah Public Health Department

Robeat Resendes, Health Officer/Director
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70 Westview Drive

Richfield, Utah 84701

(435) 896-5451 or (435) 896-5452,
Fax: (435) 896-4353

(435) 896-5451

Federal Elected Officials

Office of United States Senator Robert F. Bemett
4225 Federal Building

Salt Lake City, UT 84138

(801) 524-5933

Historic Courthouse Building

51 South University Avenue, #310
Provo, Utah 84601

(801) 379-2525

Fax: (801) 379-3432

Office of United States Senator Orrin G. Hatch
51 S. University Ave., Suite 320

Provo, UT 84606

(801) 375-7881

Fax: (801) 374-5005

Office of U.S. Congressman James V. Hansen
1017 Federal Building

324 25th Sreet

Ogden, UT 84401

(801) 393-8362

Utah State Representatives

Senator Leonard M. Blackham+ District 28
P.O. Box 337

Moroni, Utah 84646

Office: (435) 436-8125

Home: (435) 436-8489

Representative Darin G Peterson-District 67
451 East 1250 North

Nephi, Utah 84648

Home: (435) 623-2271

Juab County O fficials
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William Boyd Howarth
160 North Man
Nephi, UT 84648
(435) 623-3407

Fax: (435) 623-5936

Joseph A. Bernini

98 North Church Street
Eureka, UT 84628
(435) 433-6627

Fax: (435) 623-5936

Robeat Sede

160 North Man
Nephi, UT 84648
(435) 623-3407

Fax: (435) 623-5936

Eureka City Council

Media

Mayor Lloyd Conder
Eureka City Hdl

P.O. Box 156

15 North Church Street
Eureka, Utah 84628
(435) 433-6915

Fax: (435) 433-6891

City Council Members
Marylou Draper

Jay W. Evans

Robert D. Pagnani
Michael Sorenson
Brian Underwood

Fred Garbett, City Manager
Patricia Bigler, City Recorder

Salt Lake Tribune
(801) 257-8525

Deseret News
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(801) 237-2121

Provo Dally Heradd
(801) 373-5489

Eureka Reporter
(435) 433-6933
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Repository and List of Documents

Repository L ocations

1) U.S. EPA
999 18" St. Suite 300
Denver, Colorado 80202

2) UDEQ
168 North 1950 West
Salt Lake City, Utah 84416

3) EurekaCity Hall

15 N. Church St.
Eureka, Utah 84628

List of Documents

URS Removal Preliminary Assessment Report

Bureau Of Reclamation Residential XRF Package
May-December 2000 (one book per month of data)

Eureka MillsOuts de Sanmpling Results
Appendices C I-IV

Eureka MillsMine Waste Sampling Results
Appendices C -1V

Hazard Ranking Scoring (HRS) Package 1-25
Conceptual Reclamation Plan, July 12, 2001
March 2001 Fact sheet

July 2001 EurekaMill Questionsand Answers
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Attachment C
Eureka Mills Community Interview Questionnaire

July 2001

QUESTIONS:

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

What isyour understanding of the Eureka Mills site? When did you firg become aware of
problems in the area?

Do you have any concerns about the work being done in Eureka?
What issues or concerns would you like to see EPA or UDEQ address?

When you wart to know what is going onin Eureka or have questions, whom do you
contact?

What kinds of information do you want to receive from EPA/UDEQ?

What isthe best way to get information to the community? For instance local radio
station, newspaper, fact sheets?

How often would you like to receive information?

When you get information, whomdo you share it with? Are there people that youtrust for
advice and information?

Who are Eureka' s leaders? Juab County leaders?

How much do you want to be involved in what EPA/UDEQ does?
Arethere othe peoplethat we should contact?

Is there anything else you would like to add?

Would you liketo review the draft Community Involvement Plan?
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